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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is in regards to the most recent papers filed on 9/30/2003. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-6, 8, 10-14, 17-18, 20-21, and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over White et al. in US Patent Application Publication 
number US 2004/0139180, hereafter referred to as "White." 

With regard to claim 1 , White discloses a system for wirelessly playing media 
files, the system comprising: 

a central server having a memory for storing the media files (White: Figure 2, 

110); 

a station connected to the central server (White: Figure 2, 120); 

at least one client, the client capable of accessing and downloading the files by 
wirelessly communicating with the server via the station from a plurality of remote 
locations from the station and the server (White: Figure 2, 130 and Paragraph [0014]. 
The mobile media server (130) is capable of accessing and downloading the files 
through the wireless hub anywhere within range of the wireless hub. As the mobile 
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media server can be anywhere within range of the hub, this constitutes a plurality of 
locations.). 

White does not disclose expressly a plurality of devices capable of outputting the 
media files, wherein the client connects to the devices. 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice (See MPEP §2144.03) that this 
functionality was well known by a person of ordinary skill in the art. 

The Applicant is entitled to traverse any/all Official Notice taken in this action 
according to MPEP §2144.03. However, MPEP §2144.03 further states "See also In re 
Boon, 439 F.2d 724, 169 USPQ 231 (CCPA 1971) (a challenge to the taking of judicial 
notice must contain adequate information or argument to create on its face a 
reasonable doubt regarding the circumstances justifying the judicial notice)." 
Specifically, In re Boon, 169 USPQ 231, 234 states "as we held in Alhert, an applicant 
must be given the opportunity to challenge either the correctness of the fact asserted or 
the notoriety or repute of the reference cited in support of this assertion. We did not 
mean to imply by this statement that a bald challenge, with nothing more, would be all 
that was needed." Further note that 37 CFR §1. 67(c)(3) states "Judicial notice means 
official notice." Thus, a traversal by the Applicant that is merely "a bald challenge, with 
nothing more" will be given very little weight. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have a plurality of devices capable of 
outputting the media files, wherein the client connects to the devices. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the server and car 
of White, themselves cannot output the media files without some sort of speaker 
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arrangement. Stereo speakers within cars are very well known in the art, have been 
implemented long before the filing of the instant application. 

With regard to claim 2, White teaches that the client comprises: 
a wireless transceiver (White: Figure 3, 72); 

a processing unit running an operating system (White: Figure 3, 62 and 60); 
a display (White: Figure 3, 70 and Paragraph [0025]); and 
a decoder that decodes the downloaded media files (White: Paragraph [0024]. 
The mobile server is capable of playing the downloaded media files and CDs, so the 
mobile server is clearly has some sort of decoder to play the files.). 

With regard to claim 3, White teaches that the client further comprises a player 
that plays the decoded media files (White: Paragraph [0024]. The media is presented 
within the automobile, so clearly there is some sort of player that plays the media files.). 

With regard to claim 4, White teaches the invention as substantially claimed, 
except that the client outputs the media file in analog format to a device capable of 
outputting analog media files. 

However, Official Notice is taken that this functionality was well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to output the media file in analog format to a device 
capable of outputting analog media files. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that some speakers, 
especially older speakers, are only capable of playing analog signals, and must have an 
analog signal input into them to properly play the media file. 

With regard to claim 4, White teaches the invention as substantially claimed, 
except that the client outputs the media file in digital format to a device capable of 
outputting analog media files. 

However, Official Notice is taken that this functionality was well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to output the media file in digital format to a device 
capable of outputting digital media files. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that digital audio is 
easier to reproduce without errors, and thus may have higher quality in reproduction of 
the media file's contents than analog technologies. 

With regard to claim 6, White teaches that the client is capable of accessing, 
downloading and decoding portions of a media file (White: Paragraph [0014], As the 
media file is being downloaded, at least a portion is being downloaded. It is noted that 
there is no requirement in the claim that the portion cannot be the entire media file.). 

With regard to claim 8, White teaches the invention as substantially claimed, 
except that the client is battery-operated. 
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However, Examiner takes Official Notice that this functionality was well known in 

the art. 

Accordingly, it would . have been obvious to have the client of White being battery- 
operated. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the client (mobile 
media server) of White resides in the car (White: Figure 2). Therefore, having the 
mobile media server powered by the battery of the car would allow the functions of the 
system to occur without special equipment and while the car is not on. 

With regard to claim 10, White teaches that the client is built into a mobile device 
(White: Figure 2. The mobile media server is built into a car, which is a mobile device.). 

With regard to claim 1 1 , White teaches that the mobile device includes a memory 
where downloaded media files are stored (White: Figure 3, 64). 

With regard to claim 12, White teaches that the client is in a car (White: Figure 2, 

140). 

With regard to claim 13, White teaches that the car includes a memory where 
downloaded media files are stored (White: Figure 3, 64). 
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With regard to claim 14, White teaches that the client is capable of automatically 
accessing and downloading the media files on the server when the car is within 
communicating distance from the station (White: Paragraph [0034]). 

With regard to claim 17, White teaches that the system comprises at least a 
second server (White: Paragraph [0033]). 

With regard to claim 18, White teaches that the system comprises at least a 
second station (White: Paragraph [0033]). 

With regard to claim 20, the instant claim is substantially similar to subject matter 
presented in claims 1-3, and is rejected for substantially similar reasons. 

With regard to claims 21 and 25, the instant claims are substantially similar to 
claims 6 and 14, and are rejected for substantially similar reasons. 

With regard to claim 26, White teaches: 

automatically accessing the media files on the server by the client in the car, 
when the car comes inside the area covered by the wireless network of the station 
(White: Paragraph [0034]); 

comparing the media files stored in the memory of the server with a list of media 
files stored in the memory of the car (White: Paragraph [0034]. The mobile server and 
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home server are synchronized, meaning that a comparison of the media is made, and 
changes are determined that need to be made.); and 

downloading any media files in the server that are not in the memory in the car, if 
the memory in the car has sufficient storage space (White: Paragraph [0034]. The files 
can only be synchronized if there is enough space.). 

White does not teach expressly the step of: 

removing media files in the memory in the car, then downloading media files in 
the server that are not in the memory in the car, if the memory in the car does not have 
sufficient storage space for more media files. 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice that this functionality was well known in 

the art. 

It would have been obvious to combine the teachings of White with this 
functionality. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the memory within 
the mobile media server of White would most likely not have infinite space. Therefore, 
only a finite number of media files can be stored within the memory. In cases where 
there is not enough space, rather than foregoing the process of synchronization all 
together, the user can erase files within the memory to allow for more files to be 
downloaded. It is noted that there is no requirement that this be done automatically, 
and a user manually performing the operation meets the language used in the instant 
claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 7, 9, 15-16, 19, 22-24, and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over White as applied to claims 1-6, 8, 10-14, 17-18, 20-21, and 25- 
26 above, and further in view of Galensky et al. in US Patent 6,845,398, hereafter 
referred to as "Galensky." 

With regard to claim 7, White does not teach expressly that the client accesses 
and downloads the next portion of the media file while playing the previously 
downloaded and decoded portion of the media file. 

However, Galensky discloses streaming media files from a multimedia server 
over a wireless network to a portable device (Galensky: Column 2, lines 8-13. The 
functionality described appears to be streaming, where the file is played while 
downloading future portions of the file.). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
streaming, as in Galensky, with the system of White. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that streaming allows 
the portable device to play the file without having to wait for the entire file to download 
(Galensky: Column 1, lines 60-65). 
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With regard to claim 9, White as modified by Galensky does not teach expressly 
that the client utilizes a charging cradle plugged into a power source. 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice that charging cradles were well known 
in the art. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have a portable device of White as 
modified by Galensky utilize some sort of charging cradle. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the system of 
White as modified by Galensky could be utilized by more systems than simply the car, 
as disclosed by White (such as an MP3 player, as in Galensky: Column 1, lines 19-30). 
The portable device of Galensky, which White could clearly be modified to support as a 
client, would benefit from a charging cradle, as the charging cradle allows a user to 
have a stable platform on which to place the portable device in order to charge the 
device. 

With regard to claim 15, White as modified by Galensky does not teach expressly 
that the server is connected to the Internet. 

However, Galensky discloses that the multimedia server may be accessible over 
the Internet (Galensky: Column 3, lines 19-30). 

It would have been obvious to combine the connection to the Internet of 
Galensky with the system of White. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that the Internet would 
allow additional media presentations to be downloaded to the media server of the 
system of White and Galensky, which would expand the library of available 
presentations for the client. 

With regard to claim 16, White as modified by Galensky teaches that the client is 
capable of accessing, downloading, decoding, and playing streaming data from the 
Internet (The client White as modified by Galensky is capable of retrieving and 
streaming data from the media server (See the rejection of claims 15 and 7). Further, 
as per the rejection of claim 15, the media server connects to the Internet and can 
download additional media presentations from the Internet. Therefore, when the client 
retrieves that information from the media server, it is accessing data that was from the 
Internet.). 

With regard to claim 19, White as modified by Galensky teaches the invention as 
substantially claimed except that the system comprises at least a second client. 

However, Galensky discloses utilizing a portable device (e.g. mp3 player) while 
White discloses using a mobile server located in a car. White also discloses utilizing a 
wireless hub (White: Figure 2, 120). Clearly, a person of ordinary skill in the art would 
be capable of connecting other portable devices, such as in Galensky, with the wireless 
hub of White (or, alternatively, a second car could be connected to the wireless hub). 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have at least a second client in the 
system of White as modified by Galensky. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that having more than 
one device that can be connected to the hub would allow a user to have multiple media 
playing devices synchronized to the home media server. Thus, a user could have a 
portable mp3 player, that the user walks around with, and the automobile's mobile 
media server both synchronized with the users home media server without the need to 
acquire additional equipment beyond that required for the automobile's mobile media 
server's synchronization. 

With regard to claim 22, the instant claim includes subject matter that is 
substantially similar to subject matter presented in claims 2 and 7, and is rejected for 
substantially similar reasons. 

With regard to claims 23-24, the instant claims include subject matter that is 
substantially similar to claims 11-12, and is rejected for substantially similar reasons. 

With regard to claims 27-28, the instant claim is substantially similar to subject 
matter presented in claims 15-16, and is rejected for substantially similar reasons (it is 
noted that at some point in the transmission of files from the Internet to the client, the 
transmission is in the form of a digital bitstream). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Scott Christensen whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1 144. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday 
6:30AM - 4:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vaughn William can be reached on (571) 272-3922. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





